Livelihoods of rural households in Asia increasingly rely on off-farm income and remittances while dependence on land declines. This paper aims to contribute to a better understanding of the role of villages in emerging market economies like Thailand using a typical Thai village as a case study. Results suggest that both agricultural-and migration-oriented livelihood strategies can be useful depending on the macroeconomic conditions. In periods of economic growth, migration contributes to income growth. In spite of long periods of absence, migrants maintain strong ties to their natal village to better cope with situations of economic slowdown.
Introduction
Rural villages in emerging market economies in Asia have undergone drastic changes in the course of economic development. These changes are mainly due to migration of usually the younger village members to urban industrial centres in order to diversify the household's income portfolio. This process has significant implications for the economy and social structure in rural villages. As long as agriculture was the mainstay of the economy, village activities were determined by the course of nature. Usually village institutions were strong and differences in wealth small. As younger people move to the cities, the demographic structure of a village changes and traditional village institutions tend to weaken or even break down. Another factor is that income from agriculture is replaced by remittances. The implications of this development for the well-being of village households is ambiguous. On the one hand, the growing share of off-farm income has reduced poor people's dependency on land for rural income growth (Rigg, 2006) . Cherdchuchai and Otsuka (2006) showed that successes in rural poverty reduction in Thailand have been linked to the development of the rural off-farm labour market coupled with improvements of the education levels of the rural population. Hence, economic development with industrialization mainly in the urban areas has reduced the role of rural villages as a focal point of development. On the other hand, villages can still be important especially if economic and other shocks occur. As shown by Bresciani et al. (2002) in a study of the financial crisis of 1997, in the short run commercial farmers benefited from rising commodity prices, while landless households and small-scale farmers were negatively affected as their dependence on remittances and off-farm income was high. However, when a crisis deepens small-scale farm households can play a safeguarding role, once reverse migration from urban centres to rural regions takes place (Poapongsakorn, 2006) .
The motivation for this paper emerges out of the need to better understand the role of villages during times of economic growth or periods of economic slowdown. We analyse factors determining the economic well-being of multi-location households using a typical Thai village as a case study. The uniqueness of the case presented here is that a complete enumeration of all households in the village has been undertaken in 2008 and 2009 in addition to interviews with all household members in 2009. The two periods are interesting because of the economic slowdown with negative GDP growth in Thailand in the latter year (ADB, 2010) . By adopting an intensive case-study approach, information could be verified through an in-depth survey process that often would be lost in large scale socioeconomic surveys. The paper has three objectives:
(a) first, to describe the socioeconomic conditions of a typical rural village in Thailand including the economic activities in the village and those of migrant household members; (b) second, to compare the well-being of households whose main income source is farming with those who rely on transfer payments from their migrant household members and (c) third, to identify the effects of different macroeconomic conditions on multi-location households in the context of our village case study.
In the next section, the theory of migration is reviewed briefly and the hypotheses of the study are presented. This is followed by a description of the data collection procedure. Subsequently, the descriptive statistics and the empirical model are presented followed by some initial policy conclusion with regards to development and migration for emerging market economies.
Theoretical background
Models of migration date back to the work of Ravenstein (1885 and 1889) who observed the causes and directions of migration, namely, that in the course of industrialization people move from rural to urban areas primarily for economic reasons. Since then, several theoretical models have been developed that can be broadly grouped into macro migration models, micro migration models and New Economics Theories of Labour Migration (Hagen-Zanker, 2008; Massey et al., 1993) . Macro models explain migration in the context of economic development. Lewis (1954) established the hypothesis that in poor countries the supply of labour is unlimited. In his model, a subsistence and a modern sector exist. While in the subsistence sector the marginal product of labour is zero or even negative, competitive wages exist in the modern sector. Under the condition of high population growth, a continuous movement of labour to the modern sector is facilitating industrial growth. Ranis and Fei (1961) extended this basic model by defining the subsistence sector as traditional agriculture and by formulating the interplay with the modern sector in the course of development. While maintaining the wage differential hypothesis, in this model productivity in the agricultural sector becomes a major factor for determining industrial wages. Harris and Todaro (1970) and Todaro (1976) provided the basis for empirical migration models. Their model goes beyond the simple wage differential hypothesis by taking into account the possibility of unemployment in the modern sector. Hence, it is the expected difference rather than the actual difference in wages that drives migration.
Micro migration models (for example, Sjaastad, 1962; Todaro 1969 Todaro , 1976 Todaro and Maruszko, 1987) provide insights into the decision making of potential migrants. Generally, migration is seen as an investment in human capital where potential migrants consider the expected discounted costs and benefits of moving to a different location. At the cost side, costs of travelling, job search and training as well as psychological costs are major factors. At the benefit side, the expected wage differential plus non-market benefits of migration (for example, access to health) have to be considered. Discount rates reflect the time preference of the migrants and determine the present value of the net benefits of migration (for example, Becker, 1964; Mincer, 1974; Sjaadad, 1962; Todaro, 1969) .
While earlier migration models assumed the relocation of entire families (for example, Mincer, 1978; Sandell, 1977) , the New Economics Theories of Labour Migration introduced the notion of multilocation households. While the migration decision is made collectively by the rural household, it is usually the better educated individuals who migrate to improve overall household well-being and to diversify household risk (for example, Rosenzweig and Stark, 1989; Stark and Levhari, 1982; Taylor and Fletcher, 2007) . Risks in rural areas are mostly uncorrelated or negatively correlated with those in urban areas. Migration therefore can help to coinsure the migrant and village household members against risks (for example, Hagen-Zanker, 2008; Stark and Levhari, 1982) .
Lately, the concept of social networks has entered the migration literature (for example, Massey, 1990a Massey, , 1990b Massey and España, 1987; Taylor, 1986) . Here, interpersonal relationships among migrants as well as between migrants and their natal household members may increase the net benefits from migration even in times of economic slowdown because of positive network externalities.
In Thailand, the integration of rural and urban development has advanced considerably. Thus, temporary and seasonal migration has become a major livelihood strategy of rural households. Hence, elements of the reviewed migration theories are helpful to derive our hypotheses. For example, the collective nature of migration decisions and the maintenance of strong ties between urban and rural household members bring the concept of multilocation households into the picture.
To better understand the role of migration for rural livelihoods, it is necessary to define the household and whom to consider as migrant. In the literature, household definitions mostly depend on the time a household member spends in the rural household. For example, the World Bank includes those persons in a household who stay there at least 90 days (Grosh and Glewwe, 1995) while the Thai National Statistics Office sets the threshold at 270 days (NSO, 2004) . We defined household members as all persons, which are considered by the household head as household members regardless of their current place of living.
The definition of a migrant is complicated by the fact that especially younger household members who seek non-farm employment outside their natal village may leave and return to the household several times during the year. Hence, simply defining a migrant in terms of the days spend away from the household does not capture the true nature of migration. Thus, we defined a migrant as a person who meets the following three criteria: (a) is considered to be a household member by the head of the rural household; (b) is residing either in industrial zones or in an urban area for the purpose of employment or other purposes (for example, helping another migratory household member) and (c) has been away from the village household for at least 1 month at the time of the interview. This short period of absence was fixed because during the period of the research the economic crisis in Thailand caused people to come back and leave again once a job opportunity emerged.
Given the background conditions of the village and confronting these with the insights that can be taken from the review of migration theories, we developed three hypotheses to be examined in this paper. The first is that migration can be explained by the household's resource endowment and its livelihood strategy. Households with a sufficient agricultural resource base and with investments in farming will tend to rely less on migration than households with fewer prospects in the village. The latter group will take their children out of school as soon as they can Empirical evidence from Thailand find a job in the city. Idiosyncratic shocks may enhance this tendency.
The second hypothesis is that migration has a positive effect on the well-being of village households as measured by household income. Although the nonfarm activities gain relative importance for household well-being, we expect agricultural-oriented livelihood strategies to still have a positive income effect.
The third hypothesis refers to the role of the village in times of economic crisis, as experienced in Thailand during 2008. Here, we expect that migrants rely on their natal households in times of crisis.
Data collection and village description
The study area is the village Sab Jaroen in the Phetchabun province, some 350 km North of Bangkok. The village was selected with the support of officials from the Department of Agricultural Extension (DOAE) 1 and based on the willingness of the village officials to cooperate.
In principle, our data collection methodology followed the study of De Weerdt (2004) in Tanzania by combining a household census with separate interviews of household members. In interviewing migrants, we applied the concept of tracking surveys similar to those carried out in the 'Nang Rong Projects' 2 in Thailand (Rindfuss et al., 2004 ) and the Health and Development Survey in Tanzania (Beegle et al., 2006 (Beegle et al., , 2008 World Bank, 2004) .
The data collection was implemented in several steps (see Table 1 ). As a first step, an explorative visit was carried out in September 2006 together with officials of the DOAE. This was necessary in order to obtain the permission from the village authorities to conduct such an intensive survey and to establish the basis for follow-up surveys. Primary data were then collected in two waves. First, in May/ June 2008, 3 all households were interviewed using a questionnaire that comprised sections on income generating activities, consumption, education, health, household dynamics, risks and shocks, borrowing and lending, public transfers, insurance, assets, housing, information of the household's institutional linkages and social network information. In addition, semistructured interviews with the village headman, the director of the village school and village sub-group (cluster) leaders were performed. In May/June 2009, a second data collection was carried out. This included a panel of the households interviewed in 2008, a social network survey and a migrant survey. In the social network survey, a total of 217 persons including migrant and village household members above 15 years have been interviewed. For the 62 migrants, which were mostly residing in the Greater Bangkok area, a questionnaire was administered to elaborate information on individual consumption expenditures, income generating activities, living conditions and the migrants' social network. In the first wave, the reference period was defined between The village can be considered as typical for rural settlements in the lower Northern and parts of the North-Eastern region of Thailand. It is located in a mountainous terrain in a heavily deforested area with generally poor natural production conditions. Comparing village characteristics such as household income, population, family size and age structure of our village with the mean values of the district and the province shows that the village is quite typical for the province (MOI, 2005) . Similarly, the descriptive analysis of some 2200 households interviewed by a project on vulnerability to poverty 4 in three provinces in North-Eastern Thailand shows a comparable pattern (Hardeweg and Waibel, 2009) .
Agriculture is the mainstay of the village economy dominated by the production of corn, cassava and mungbeans under rain-fed conditions on sloped, partially degraded land. Expansion of agricultural land is possible as deforestation continues to take place. Remaining forest areas offer the possibility to extract food and timber.
Other income activities in the village comprise urban off-farm employment in the Greater Bangkok area, small-scale business activities or employment in the chicken breeding stations of the nearby agroindustry complex, namely the 'Saha Farms' in Nong Pai district some 22 km away from the village. Prior to the outbreak of the 'chicken flu' in 2005 some village households were engaged in chicken contract farming. The loss of chicken from 'chicken flu' may have put some households into debt.
5 Saha Farms also maintain large-scale chicken feed production capacities in Lop Buri province, located some 80 km South of Sab Jaroen village. Some village members have been assigned by their employer to the Lop Buri factory and are therefore treated as migrants in our database.
Village institutions are strongly determined by the political system in Thailand. A village headman ('pu jai ban') is elected by the village committee. He oversees a range of projects, which are mainly government-driven. Actual implementation is subject to budgetary provision by the respective ministries. Table 2 provides a list of existing village institutions and projects and an assessment of their performance based on informal interviews with the village headman. Results show that with exception of the credit programmes, most institutions are dysfunctional or inactive.
Based on the village statistics, the total number of households in 2007 was 107 with a total population of 397 persons. The verified number of households and persons during the first household survey deviated as a total of 73 households with 303 persons were identified. In the panel survey in 2009, the number of households was reduced to 70 households and 292 persons due to death and household relocation.
Results
The results comprise of two parts. First, we present data illustrating the characteristics of the village Empirical evidence from Thailand setting the scene for a formal investigation of the hypotheses established in this research. In the second part, two models are presented which aim to shed light on the determinants of migration and its effect on household income as well as the impact of economic slowdown on migrant behaviour.
Descriptive statistics
Households in Sab Jaroen village are generally small with an average number of household members of 4.2, ranging from single households to households with a maximum of 11 members. The gender ratio in the village is close to unity and 39% of the households are female headed.
Monetary indicators of household well-being are consumption, income, assets and level of indebtedness. In this study, we used income and assets and the total amount borrowed based on the first survey.
The resource base of households in Sab Jaroen village is best shown by the household's asset endowment. The vast majority of households own land but average land holding is small with 14.7 rai. 6 The level of motorization is comparable to other rural households in Thailand (Hardeweg and Waibel, 2009) . Over 20% of the households have a pick up or car while 75% of households have at least one motorcycle. Only four households own only a bicycle. Thus, the motorcycle is now the major means of transportation in rural Thailand. Also consumption assets like mobile phones, refrigerators and washing machines are owned by the majority of the households.
Another indicator of household wealth is the house. About 60% of the households live in a house with rather poor conditions, that is, the house value is below 100,000 Baht. Some households however live in well-equipped comparatively expensive houses (above 200,000 Baht).
Household income was calculated for the first survey period by summing up the net income from all agricultural and non-agricultural enterprises plus nonfarm wage income of household members including income earned by the migrant household members. In addition, remittances from non-household members, income from land rent and resource extraction, capital income from lending, savings, bonds, etc., public transfers, indemnity payments, the use value of durable consumption goods and an imputed rental value of the owner-occupied dwelling were added as net income components. Costs of loans and depreciation of productive assets were deducted.
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Mean household income per capita was 4344 Baht per month which is well above the provincial poverty line of 1206 Baht per month per capita (NESDB, 2007) . However, 25% of the households were found to be below the poverty line which is above the provincial average (NESDB, 2008) . The degree of inequality for income is reflected in Figure 1 . It is shown that the income distribution is rather uneven. The Gini coefficient is 0.6 and thus slightly higher than in all of Thailand with 0.5 in 2007 (NESDB, 2008) . Inequality is more pronounced when looking at land ownership. The upper 10% of households own over half of all village land (see also Figure 2 ). The comparison between the two Lorenz curves for land and income suggests that the importance of land for household wealth may be declining (Rigg, 2006) .
Another important indicator of household wellbeing is debt. In the village, 89% of the households borrowed. The average debt is over 20,000 Baht per person that exceeds the annual income per capita for most households. Relating debt to owned land shows a high variance. Some households' debt is exceeding the value of their land. Hence, collateral and loan repayment capacity may often be insufficient. Debt can be one factor that leads households to send their members to Bangkok for off-farm work as the last possibility to acquit their loans.
Shocks are another variable that influence livelihood strategies. Since the village is located on low-potential agricultural land with poor irrigation infrastructure, random events cause income from agriculture to vary. This may influence the decisions of the village households to adopt livelihood strategies that include migration. 
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shows the frequency of shocks occurred during the past 5 years. It becomes obvious that demographic shocks (for example, illness, death) are dominant followed by agricultural shocks. Especially the latter suggests that agricultural prospects on the long run may be dim unless specialization in for example, intensive livestock enterprises can be undertaken or investments in irrigation are made. Similar results from three provinces in North-East Thailand have been found by Tongruksawattana et al. (2009) . Poor resource endowments for agriculture, debt and shocks are among the factors that cause households to send members away for wage employment. Almost 60% of the village households have at least one migrant and over one-third of the households have even two or more. The average number of migrants per household is 1.4. Migration in Sab Jaroen is mostly of temporary nature and most migrants return several times during a year. To capture the migration intensity per household, we used the sum of months household members migrated for productive or nonproductive purposes between May 2007 and April 2008.
8 Table 4 indicates that larger households tend to have more migrants.
Education is believed to be important for economic development and poverty reduction (Cherdchuchai and Otsuka, 2006) . The village has its own elementary school and the headmaster of the school put the student teacher ratio at 12.5 (Manichot, personal communication, 2008) . However, the quality of education is poor. For example, the English teacher barely speaks any English neither does the school director. As shown in Table 5 , about one-fourth of the village population above the age of 14 years did not complete their primary education and less than 3% achieved a high school degree which is formally the government's requirement for obtaining a permanent employment contract in industry or services. Two village members achieved a university degree. Results also show that migrants tend to have more years of education than village household members and that females in general achieve higher education levels.
A major consequence of migration is the change of the age distribution of the village population. The age pyramid of the village deviates strongly from the national one. Figure 3 shows a gap in the age group between 14 to about 44 among the male population. Female migrants start to migrate at a slightly higher age but in principle the pattern is the same. The demographic conditions of the village compare well with a sample of some 2200 households in three provinces in Thailand (Hardeweg and Waibel, 2009 ). The age structure potentially affects the village labour economy and the composition of the village institutions as mainly children and persons of older age remain as residents in the village.
In summary, the description of the socioeconomic conditions which prevail in Sab Jaroen village has shown different factors that may induce households to adopt migration as a strategy improving household's well-being. 
Econometric results
Following the first two hypotheses established in the theory section of the paper, we have formulated two models in order to investigate the relationship between migration and the village household's wellbeing under different macroeconomic conditions. The calculations are based on the first wave of the village household survey (see Table 1 ). Table 6 provides summary statistics for variables included in the models. The migrant model (equation 1), specified below explains the migration intensity during the survey period: Migrantmonths=capita = fðCar; Tractor; Shocks I; Debt=capita; SubjAss; Education; FullÀTime farmingÞ ð1Þ
In this linear OLS model, we-used the number of migrant months per household member between May 2007 and April 2008 as dependent variable. This indicator is defined as the sum of total migrant month per household divided by the total number of household members. Thus, the variable values range between 1 and 12 month.
Our first hypothesis was that migration is influenced by the household's agricultural resource base. Households with an agriculture-based livelihood orientation will tend to have fewer migrants. They will need the younger household members for family labour and offer some prospects for a competitive income in farming.
The model (see results in Table 7 ) confirms this hypothesis. The dummy variable for 'full-time agriculture', 9 defined through a threshold for income from agriculture, is highly significant. The tendency of this variable is also confirmed by the technology variable, that is, households who have at least one two-wheel tractor. The ownership of a tractor or the engagement in full-time farming tends to decrease migration by nearly 2 months. Such households had obviously made investments in agriculture, which can be taken as an indication of long-term plans and perhaps an orientation towards village life. On the other hand, it was hypothesized that households who judge their current economic well-being as 'not so bright' would tend to adopt a migration strategy. This is indicated by the variable 'subjective assessment' which measures the respondent's perception regarding the household's livelihood prospects relative to other people in Thailand. Our results are in line with the New Economics Theories of Labour Migration which submit that it is relative rather than absolute deprivation which matters for the migration decision (for example, Skeldon, 2003; Stark, 1984; Stark and Taylor, 1989, 1991) . We find that the stronger the perceived gap in well-being, the higher the tendency for migration. Our model also confirms the findings of Cherdchuchai and Otsuka (2006) who state that education is important for migration decisions. Using the average educational attainment of household members as a variable has a highly significant effect on the migration intensity. An additional year of schooling increases migration by half a month.
Three variables, which were hypothesized to be influential for the migration decision, namely the ownership of a car, household debt and shocks were not significant.
Overall, however the model is significant with a satisfactory coefficient of determination considering the nature of the data available. Results suggest that the degree to which households in Sab Jaroen village either follow a more outward-oriented migration strategy or whether they maintain a village-based agricultural strategy depends on the household's resource endowment and specific socioeconomic conditions. The second OLS model is log-linear and explores the effect of migration on village household income. The dependent variable is the logarithm of per capita income between May 2007 and April 2008. Explanatory variables are defined to capture the livelihood strategy of the household. Contributions to household income are agricultural and rural transportation activities. Hence, we included a variable that captures agricultural activities through the crop area cultivated. In addition, we used a dummy for car ownership as a proxy for business activities for which rural transportation is needed. The migration variable was hypothesized to positively contribute to rural household income. Variables with a potentially negative influence on income include the dependency ratio, the occurrence of shocks and if the household is female headed.
Hence the income model (equation 2) was specified as follows:
Log householdincome=capita=f ðFemaleÀheaded household; Dependency ratio; Migrantmonths=capita; Shocks II; Cropland; CarÞ:
Results (see Table 8 ) show that the overall explanatory power of the model is satisfactory and most of the variables have the expected sign. Households with a high proportion of children and elderly tend to have a lower per capita income. Also, the experience of a severe shock can reduce per capita income by 60%. Migration has the expected positive and significant effect on income.
Likewise, the cropping variable is significant although relatively less important than migration. An additional unit of cropland increases per capita income by 2% while the effect of one more month of migration is four times higher.
In summary, the household income model largely confirms our second hypothesis. The model suggests that both farming and migration strategies can be successful. As shown by the migration model, the latter may be a strategy for households with a limited agricultural resource base. In times of economic progress such households may be better off through a regular flow of remittances. This however may change in times of economic slowdown. Therefore in the next step, we will investigate the implications of the economic crisis of 2008.
The economic crisis in Thailand was aggravated by the country's political problems with the one week siege of the international airport leading to a generally unstable situation. In retrospect, however, the economic slowdown did not turn out to be dramatic as the decline in Thailand's GDP was only moderate with 3.2% in 2009 (ADB, 2009). Therefore, the hypothesized effects are difficult to discover with these data. Nevertheless, we can show some indications how the economic crisis has affected migrant households.
In the social network survey conducted in 2009 (see Table 1 ), we asked all persons individually where they could get support in case they needed money. Over 40% of migrants reported they would only ask people from their village for support in the case of problems even though they spend most of their time away from the village. The tendency to rely on their natal village for support is even more pronounced when larger amounts of money are needed. For an amount roughly equal to the average monthly salary of a migrant almost half of the migrants in our sample would only ask village members for help. Between 10 and 19% (larger amount) of migrants however said they had no one to ask for help. This indicates that some migrants might have left because of personal conflicts in their village. Overall however this simple social network indicator suggests that most migrants maintain strong social ties with their natal village and may even be reluctant to develop new networks in the urban areas. Given the high uncertainties of migrant lives in urban agglomerates this might be the best way to insure against crisis. A further indicator that shows the connections between migrants and their village household members is reverse remittances. As shown in Table 9 , only a few households had sent money between May 2007 and April 2008 to their migrants. This changed in the next year where 22% of village households supported their migrant household members. This is also reflected in the average amount send, which doubled between the 2 years.
Summary and conclusions
This case study of a Thai village has provided some insights in the role of rural villages under different macroeconomic settings. First, rural villages in emerging market economies such as Thailand have undergone dramatic changes in the past decades. A major factor is the change in the social structure of the village as a result of out-migration of mostly younger family members to urban industrial centres as have been shown in the descriptive analysis. The increase in the dependency ratio potentially affects the village labour economy and village institutions. Second, while in the past households relied on farming as the main source of livelihoods, to date, two major livelihoods strategies have emerged. The first one is applied by those households who continue to be engaged in farming and who may have intensified their farming activities through accumulation of land and investments in agricultural technology. In addition, there are those households who seem to choose an exit strategy from agriculture or try to insure against risk in agriculture by diversifying their income portfolio through migration. These households therefore increasingly rely on wage income from household members who migrated to industrial areas. Third, according to the income model, both livelihood strategies can have their merits since migration as well as cropland was found to have a positive effect on per capita income. However, the success depends on the overall macroeconomic conditions. In times of economic growth, remittances from younger migrants provide an efficient way of rewarding elder family members for raising the migrant's children in the village, for instance. Such strategy however bears considerable risk. Once the economy stalls, migrants tend to fail because of low education and poor social protection schemes. Their resource base in the city or place of work is rarely enough to cope with an economic crisis. Hence, unless they left their village due to personal conflicts, they maintain close ties with their rural family and turn back to their natal village for help as has been shown by our analysis of the connections between migrants and their village households. This is reflected by the fact that migrants often send remittances for village investment during good times and ask for financial help from villages during bad times. Our results thus support the argumentation postulated by the New Economic Theories of Labour Migration that migration serves as co-insurance of migrant and village household members by diversifying risk through labour reallocation. Our findings raise a number of issues that deserve more attention in future research. First, rural development policies should be strongly oriented towards the actual livelihood systems of village households. For example, it is of little use if the Ministry of Agriculture offers agricultural projects subsidizing part-time farming households with projects like bio-fertilizer or production of ginger. Instead, investment programmes tailored to fulltime farmers would enhance the efficiency of modern agriculture and facilitate further structural change in farming. In addition and as proposed in the World Development Report 2008, programmes that support investments in labour-intensive and high-value full-time agriculture linked to the rural non-farm sector could help to generate additional rural job opportunities and therefore a complementary approach for households to diversify their income portfolio (World Bank, 2007) . Second, social protection programmes are needed that recognize the orientation of migrants to maintain their social ties with their natal village. One such measure could be the establishment of village pension funds. In addition, given the frequent occurrence of shocks current micro credits programmes could be made more need-based rather than the self-targeting emphasis as currently practiced (Menkhoff and Rungruxsirivorn, 2009) . There is also a need to more critically assess the quality of education of village schools and perhaps consider the establishment of more centralized schools instead of poorly equipped village schools. Finally, the possibility to establish social village activities such as sports or cultural activities deserves more attention, especially in view of the change in village demography.
A further analysis of data collected from the second survey as well as a refinement of the models applied in this paper may provide some answers to the questions raised in this paper. Ultimately, however a longer time span of observations is necessary in order to measure changes in social and economic conditions of the village. It is therefore intended to repeat the surveys of village households and migrants after a period of perhaps 5 years. 4 See www.vulnerability-asia.uni-hannover.de. 5 Data are unreliable as village members were reluctant to talk about this. However, evidence has been obtained indirectly through secondary information. 6 1 rai is equivalent to 0.16 ha. 7 Unfortunately, costs of work of migrant household members (for example, transportation) could not be considered. However, information from the migrant survey of the second survey period revealed that migrants mostly live near their place of work. Thus, we can assume that this omission is negligible. 8 Therefore, the maximum value of this variable is the number of household members multiplied by 12. 9 This indicator was preferred over the size of agricultural land because hereby we capture not only activities in crop production but also livestock activities (for example, commercial chicken farming).
